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REMARKS 

The Office Action mailed January 25, 2000 considered claims U27. Claims 1-4, 9, 13, 
16, 19, 23, 25 and 26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Short 
("Ruikling XML Web Services for the MicrosoftOS.NET Platform" published by Microsoft 
Press). Claims 5 imd 7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Short in 
view of PaWo ct al (U.S. Patent Publ. No. 2004/0162871). Claim 6 was rejected under 35 LLS.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Short in view of Pabta and further in view of Tan (U.S. Patent 
Pnbl. No. 2003/0233360). Claim 8 whs rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Short in view of Pabla and farther in view of Frankel cl al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,392,448). 
Chums 10, 11, 20 and 2 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Short 
in view of 'I an. Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Short 
in view of Matsushirua (U.S. Patent Publ. No. 2004/0267808). Claims 14, 15 and 24 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Short in view of Myllymaki ct al. 
(U.S. Potent Publ. No. 2004/0088713). Claim 17, 18 and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unptitcnlnblc over Short in view of Haswcll ct al. (U.S. Patent Publ. No. 
2005/0193260). Claim 22 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Short 
in view of Frankel. 1 

By this paper, claims 1, 3, 9, 12, 17, 19, 20, 22, 24 and 25 have been amended, claim 28 
added, and no claims have been cancelled. 2 Accordingly, following this paper, claims 1-28 are 
ponding, of which claims 1,9 and 19 arc the only independent claims ut issue. 

Initially, it will be noted that various amendments have been made to the claims merely 
lo correct minor typographical informalities and to promote consistency and clarity among the 
language of Ihe various claims. In particular, amendments to various dependent claims (claims 
3, 12, 17, 20, 22, 24 and 25) have been made to clarify the respective claim and not for any 
reason related to patentability. In addition, the formatting of each of the independent claims 
(claims 1 , *J and 1 9) 1ms been amended lo more clearly recite the various claim elements. 

, * 1 AMitthgh tin p>'i { >- r :"t status or the ciied art is no! beimj challenged at this lime, Applicant reserve ihc right to challenge ihe 
j iUn ;ul Mains i>f lUc cited % irl at imy apptopriatc time, should it urisc. Accordingly, any arguments and amendments made herein 
Miuit|J not be uuitfiik-J a* .'ic<|>ticscin£ to any prior ait status oHhc cited art. 

1 Snppo.i for the i l.ilm amendments and new claims can be found throughout the disclosure, including al Icasi the teaching in 
paragraph* (00021. f(N>W |. [Q02.S] and [0W0J of the Originally filed application. 
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As cluvi (led by the claims, ihc present invention is generally directed to computer- 
readable media and Web services for allowing a client on a computer network to access and 
obtain results from a database on the network As reciled in claim 1, for example, computer- 
executable instructions cause a client lo receive a description document from the server. The 
description document includes class definitions for a generic object class and for a generic 
Service class, rts well as a plurality of object type classes derived from the generic object class 
and winch each correspond to a type of object in the database. In addition, the description 
document, includes n plurality of database operation methods defined for the generic object class 
and derived from the generic service class, as well as at least one flag statement identifying' an 
object type. The client further generates a database access request message for performing a 
database operation on a selected object type by determining whether the selected object type is 
the typo identified in the Hag statement. If it is, an object of the selected object type is crcated 
using the class definition for the selected object type in the received description document and 
(ho created object is serialized and included in a request message. 

Claim 0 recites computer-readable media having computer-executable instructions which 
generally corT&spond claim 1, but is recited from the server perspective, and further includes 
deserializing serialized objects. Claim 19 is directed to a Web service and generally corresponds 
to claim 9 t but is recited in functional (means for) language. 

While the Short reference generally relates to building XML Web sei'vices for the 
Microsoft ,N\\T runtime platform, and teaches many things in that rcgarxi, it fails to teach' or 
suggest all of the limitations of the independent claims. For example, among other things, 
Brown fails to lech or suggest wherein a description document includes class definitions for a 
generic object class and for a service class, and wherein a plurality of database operation 
methods nre defined in the description document which are derived from the service class, as 
rOcited in combination with the other recited claim elements. 

In particular, Short leaches various Web methods lhal may be used by, and exposed to, a 
Web service. For instance, Short teaches that a Calculator Web service may include XML 
schema allowing a user lo make a request and receive a response. (Ch. 5, 11. 8-10). The schema 
niay include, for example, an Add and a Subtract method, each of which accept two integers 
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from tlic client and return h single integer to the client which is representative of the result. (Ch. 
6, \l 5-7). 

Shoit fnrlhcr describes a Web method that accepts a purchase order of a PurchaseOtdcr 
object class defined in XML schema. (Ch. 7, § 2; § 6, 11. 1-3). Under one approach, Short 
teaches defining a Wch method that is decorated with various attributes and parameters 
(including SoapDocument Method and XMLElemenl), and which further details the 
implementation of ihe Web method. (Ch. 7, § 6, 11, 1-3; 8-16), Significantly, however, the Web 
method does not define any class, and particularly not a service class. {See Ch, 7, § 6, II. 10-16). 
As an alternative to the first approach, Short also describes a second approach. Tn the second 
approach, attributes decorate an object class. (Ch. 1, § 6 9 11. 19-28). 

Accordingly, while Short teaches that various methods may be defined, it fails to teach or 
suggest database operation methods as recited in the above claims. For example, Short fails to 
leach wherein a service class is defined in a description document that is received by a client 
from a server, or a plurality of database operation methods derived from the service class, as 
recited in combination with the other chum elements. Instead, Short teaches an operation of 
accepting a PurchascOrdcr object class by: (i) defining a Web method, but without any class 
definitions or derivation from a sei^vice class; or (ii) attaching attributes to an object class. 
Moreover, Shotl's teachings for the Calculator Web service fail to teach or suggest defining a 
sci vice class, let alone deriving a plurality of database operation methods from the service class. 
Moreover, the Add and Subtract operations further operate on client-input data, and fail to 
opera Ic on a database us recited in combination with the other claim elements. 

Tor at leant the foregoing reasons, all of the other rejections and assertions of record with 
respect to the independent and dependent claims are now moot, and therefore need not be 
addressed individually. However, in this regard, it should be appreciated that Applicant do not 
necessarily acquiesce to any assertions in the Office Action that arc not specifically addressed 
above, and hereby reserve the right to challenge those assertions at any appropriate lime in the 
fill lire, should ihe need arise, including any official notice. 

Allhongli ii is not necessary, Applicant will, by way of example and not limitation, also point 
Oil! i\ few additional distinguishing features of the present invention, which are found in various 
dependent claims. In pellicular, it will be noted that the cited ail does not appear to teach or suggest 
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wherein receiving a description document from the server for describing a service includes the cliciu 
convening die description inio a compiled software format (claim 3), or where the compiled software 
Ibuiml is an intermediate language for a computer runtime environment (claim 4), In particular, 
Shorl Leaches that a Web service is contained in an .asrax file, and that when the Web service is 
accessed, it is compiled by a .NET runtime. (Ch, 6, § 1, 11. 31-33). Accordingly, the service is 
compiled by the servo, and fails to teach or suggest an embodiment wherein the description 
document describing the service is compiled by the client? 

In addition, the cited art fails to teach or suggest wherein the plurality of database 
operations includes one or more batch operations (claim 28). In fact, and as previously noted, 
Short actually appears to disclose only one database operation (i.e. accepting a purchase order), 
and fails to leach or suggest wherein multiple purchase orders can be accepted as a batch. 

Tor at least the foregoing reasons, Applicant respectfully submit that the pending claims 
arc neither anticipated by nor made obvious by the art of record. In the event that the Examiner 
finds and remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this application that may be clarified 
through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attorney. 

Dated this 25 day of April, 2006. 



Respectfully submitted, 




HICK D. NYDEGGER 
Registration No. 28,65 1 
JENS C. JRNKINS 
Registration No. 44,803 
Attorneys for Applicant 
Customer No. 0471)73 
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3 Moreover, Short apponrs m> tench that a program database may be generated by a compiler In map 

> performed on 
passage 

. , - - ~ .... wumpilcr. rather than the description 

document ns clunlicd m comfunniion with the oilier recited elements. 



moreover, Mion appears 10 tench that a program database may be generated by a compiler It 
helvv^ii iiilermedhile inMnir lions an/! source code. (Ch. 11, § 2. II. 15-19), Notably, die debugging is perforn 
Hie \\v\,y t -rvict! n>:clf, ntn«.r than on a description document describing the .service, as claimed. Moreover, p; 
cited in Hie Office Anion recites a pif.ftrqni database which is generated by the compiler, rather than the desci 



Page 14 or 14 

PAGE 17/18 * RCVD AT 4/2512006 1:22:24 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0€ FXRF-6/40 * DNIS:27383M * CSID:8013281707 * DURATION (mn>ss):07-06 



